JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.
The Committee proceedings consist of some 200 pages. 36 proposals were finally voted upon, of which eight were supported by two-thirds or more of those voting. The votes are given after each proposal (for: against).
(223) Replace the last sentence of Art. 46.2 with: "The word 'in' and the name that follows it are part of a bibliographic citation and should be omitted unless the place of publication is being cited." (4: 1).
This proposal would limit the use of 'in', in citations, to those cases when also the reference to the publication is given. Some members of the Committee argued that this is the case with the present Code, although 'in' has been rather widely used without any further publication data. If this proposal is not accepted, it would mean that one may use 'in' without additional bibliographic information. With regard to 'ex' citations, one should no longer worry what name, if any, the pre-ex or non-publishing author had used. This may seem somewhat mechanical, but gives a more or less uncontroversial way to establish the correct author citation. This principle seems to be already inherent in the Code, following the acceptance of Yeo's proposal to the Seattle Congress, namely, that ascription is to be accepted at face value "with or without justification".
The secretary of the Committee feels that these proposals would also allow to distinguish between controversial 'in' and 'ex' cases. If there is no internal evidence that someone else than the author of the publication supplied both the name and description in question, one should not use 'in' citation. Some committee members argued, that if the author of a publication ascribes a taxon name to someone else than himself this is evidence that also the description was supplied by that someone, and consequently one should use 'in' citation. The unanimously supported proposal (227), however, seems to settle this question.
It should be noted that reference to a basionym, probably including bibliographic errors, or publication of a later homonym, or formal errors in publication, do not warrant the use of 'ex'. The author citations for combinations, homonyms and formal errors are governed by Art. 49, 48 and 59.6, respectively. When considering such cases, one must use also other than internal evidence. 
